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Bad Scholarship 








Scholarship is a conversation.”  






















Louis (not an author), son of Dr. Doucette
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“This time the fake research aims at 
mocking weak vetting of articles on 
hot-button social issues such as 
gender, race and sexuality.
The authors, writing under 
pseudonyms, intended to prove that 
academics in these fields are ready 
to embrace any thesis, no matter 
how outrageous, so long as it 
contributes to denouncing 
domination by white men.”
Read more at: 
https://phys.org/news/2018-10-real-f
ake-hoodwinks-journals.html#jCp
I love my 
baby too 





































thing you’ll see 














When the mistake becomes evident
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Riegelman, A., & Bakker, C. (2018). Understanding the complexities of retractions: Recommended 
resources. College & Research Libraries News, 79(1), 38. doi:https://doi.org/10.5860/crln.79.1.38
“A retraction represents a status change of a publication in the scholarly literature. Other examples of 
status changes include correction or erratum. A retraction could be initiated by many parties, including 
authors, institutions, or journal editors. The U.S. National Library of Medicine annually reports on the 
number of retracted publications indexed within PubMed. While the overall rate of retractions is still 
very small, retractions have increased considerably in the last decade from 97 retracted articles in 
2006 to 664 in 2016” (38).
● Honest error
● Research misconduct / questionable research
● Personal libraries (Mendeley, Endnote)
Sample article: “Science Isn’t Broken: It’s Just a Hell of a Lot Harder Than We Give It Credit For”
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Tools to identify retractions:
CrossMark:  www.crossref.org/crossmark
Open Retractions:  http://openretractions.com
Retraction Watch (Center for Scientific Integrity):  www.retractionwatch.com and 
http://retractiondatabase.org  
U.S. Department of Health Office of Research Integrity (ORI) Case Summaries:  
https://ori.hhs.gov/case_summary  
EQUATOR (Enhancing the Quality and Transparency of Health Research) Network: 
http://www.equator-network.org
PubMed Commons (NLM Center for Biotechnology Information): 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmedcommons
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Guidelines and best practices 
Center for Open Science: Guidelines for Transparency and Openness Promotion 
in Journal Policies and Practices
International Committee of Medical Journal Editors: Recommendations on 
Publishing and Editorial Issues
Committee on Publication Ethics: Retraction Guidelines







Climatefeedback.org:  “Climate Feedback is a worldwide network of scientists sorting fact from fiction 
in climate change media coverage. Our goal is to help readers know which news to trust.”
https://climatefeedback.org/About/  
“Each of our reviewers holds a Ph.D. and has recently published articles in top-tier 
peer-reviewed science journals. They are asked to conform to high quality community standards 
to contribute to our analyses.
● Meet our team and advisors
● Meet our reviewers





“Now a group of 72 prominent 
statisticians, psychologists, 
economists, sociologists, 
political scientists, biomedical 
researchers, and others want 
to disrupt the status quo. A 
forthcoming paper [...] argues 
that results should only be 
deemed “statistically 






























Riegelman, A., & Bakker, C. (2018). Understanding 
the complexities of retractions: Recommended 
resources. College & Research Libraries News, 79(1), 
38. doi:https://doi.org/10.5860/crln.79.1.38
Thank you very much 
for your time
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If you have questions or comments 





Special thanks to all the people who 
made and released these awesome 
resources for free.
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▪ Presentation template by SlidesCarnival
▪ Photographs by Unsplash
▪ Learn more about slidedocs at duarte.com/slidedocs
